Taking its cue from Hannah
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Some passages in the history of philosophy, more than others, have the capacity to reverberateand of course they do so differently at different times. This is one such passage, cited again and again in centuries to come, all the way up to more quintessentially 'modern' figures like Kierkegaard and Wittgenstein (and, of course, Arendt herself). 3 It seems that Lessing has captured something profound with this left hand of his, though it is hard to put the finger on what exactly it is that he has captured.
Something to do with truth, as opposed to something else -but what is this truth, and what is this something else to which it is opposed? If truth is truly lost in the Enlightenment, what does this truth look like, and what is it that is discovered or promoted in its stead?
In what follows I will be asking some questions about what happens to truth (by which I mean primarily moral and religious truth) in the Enlightenment, or rather, the very long eighteenth century, including significant portions of the seventeenth. I will be looking, not merely or even primarily at truth, but at various clusters of terms and concepts related to truth and its oppositessuch as, on the one hand, sincerity, integrity, authenticity, truthfulness, and conscience; and, on the other, lies, deception, falsehood, hypocrisy, and error. I will be engaging in this unconventional quest for truth by an even more unconventional method: rather than trying to reconstruct a single historical narrative, I will be looking at these questions as at the patterns in a tapestry, picking up various threads and strains here and there, so as together to weave a picture or a story. In fact I will be going at this from opposite ends, as it were, focusing especially on two thinkers standing on either side of the development I am trying to trace (roughly: from truth to integrity), two thinkers divided by background, language, culture, and just about a hundred years.
Their names are Pierre Bayle and Immanuel Kant.
Error
Not only passages have the power to reverberate -sometimes very titles can do the same. I'm thinking especially of Paul Hazard's winged phrase, la crise de la conscience européenne, which is usually translated as a crisis of the European mind (or Geist) rather than the European conscience (or Gewis-sen). 4 This has to do with the ambiguity of the French term conscience, which at some point in the early modern period begins to shift from its traditional moral meaning (conscience proper) to a more neutral psychological concept (which in English would become consciousness): a development that takes place especially in and through Cartesian philosophy. 5 But, however, we translate Hazard's title, its message is valid: for it can equally be said that the seventeenth century saw a crisis of the European conscience, in this moral sense of the term (the German Gewissen).
Like so many other crises, spiritual and otherwise, this too was inaugurated by the Reformation, which disrupted a traditional dichotomy between truth on the one hand, and, on the other, the conglomerate of its opposites: error, deception, falsehood, lies. These opposites of truth were, at least in the religious domain, not so clearly or eagerly distinguished. 6 What mattered was to belong to the The ambiguity still gives rise to linguistic confusions: thus Gianluca Mori ('Pierre Bayle, the Rights of the Conscience, the "Remedy" of Toleration', Ratio Juris 10, no. 1 (March 1997): 45-60, at 52-3), in signalling this moral-to-psychological shift, seems to think it is internal to conscience proper, when the shift is rather from conscience to consciousness (both designated as conscience in French and conscientia in Latin). Thus, when Malebranche equates conscience (in French) with inner sentiment, he is not speaking of conscience proper, as Mori suggests, but of consciousness. 6 With regard to morality, there is sometimes a clearer contrast: thus Augustine in De mendacio (ca. 395 AD) strongly emphasises the aspect of intention in lies, as distinguished from error; though he leaves open the question whether only falsehoods uttered with the will to deceive are lies (De mendacio 3, 5). With regard to religious belief, however, the matter is not so clear-cut: generally it is the (persistent) opposition to the truth that indicts the heretic. For Augustine, ignorance and error are themselves the penalty of sin (see On Nature and Grace, ch. 81); sin is an act against God's law even if it was not intended as such a violation (John Kilcullen, realm of Truth, and avoid all association with sin and falsehood; sin itself being, on the Augustinian view, 'the deliberate dissociation from truth'. 7 Access to the truth, furthermore, was safeguarded by the authority of the Catholic Church, for which pagans and heretics posed practical problems to a much greater extent than they did theoretical or spiritual ones. Conscience of old was a faculty crucially associated with a higher power, an external law, both natural and divine, and conscience could be accessed and tested through the institute of confession, which ensured the vital connection between conscience and truth. 8 The Reformation disturbed both elements of this connection, as well as the connection itself. For one thing, the main opponent of truth now lay not outside but inside Christianity, and it was unclear how those on the other side should be evaluated. Considering the large number of 'mistaken' souls, it was obvious that religious error was possible -but was it innocent? When the truth was so widely available, could a Christian heretic be forgiven for not seeing it? Was this a case of innocent error, of merely philosophic sin, or was it a case of wilful blindness, of self-deception, of sinful forgetfulness of God? 9 Such questions were rendered even more acute in the seventeenth century, with its strong Augustinian turn -a turn that was marked by an emphatic concern for human culpability, in both Catholic and Protestant thought.
10 It also involved new theoretical underpinnings justifying the forcing of conscience, explicitly invoking the age-old Augustinian principle of compelle intrare: compel them to come in -which, in the words of Mark Goldie, was to become 'the canonical citation in the history of persecution'.
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The overall result of these developments was a huge burden on conscience to be justified, to be right or true, while ignorance and error were increasingly associated with self-deception, wilful blindness, with lying -and thus with moral culpability. 12 This burden of conscience, this duty of truth took place both on individual and societal level, and led to a culture of mutual intolerance and suspicion. 13 As Harry Bracken has argued, the radical mental privacy that the Reformation installed in the individual conscience led to new attempts to regain access to this utterly private mind; even to 'externalise the mind'. This explains the new importance in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries of oaths and oath-taking, which were part of this 'recovery operation'.
14 Hence, with its extreme emphasis on the individual conscience, the Reformation had invited new sets of problems: problems of truth, problems of guilt, and problems of access. These, furthermore, were problems that applied to both sides of the confessional divide.
The words of the day were conscience and error. And so it is perhaps not surprising that the two were combined into an incredibly important concept which was not itself new, but which was imbued with a new sense of urgency and moved to the very centre of the theological, philosophical, and political debate. This is the concept of the erring conscience, a conscience that is The stakes in this debate could not be higher: they included toleration and freedom of conscience, but also, the duty to defend the truth. The early theorists of erring conscience were generally eager to claim the rights of error, the right to be mistaken, for their own party, but less certain about allotting such rights to their opponents. After all, it is one thing to make the case for toleration while being the party oppressed; it is quite another to promise never to defend the truth by the forcing of conscience when the tables are turned. 15 This shows that there was a background asymmetry in place: when speaking of error, often what was meant was not real error, but truth mistaken for error by one's opponents, who were erring themselves. Double error, therefore: an ethic of the double negative. What is taken for error by the erring is in fact still truth. And so the foundations of toleration were not yet shifting as deeply as, on the surface, they seemed to be.
The watershed is this: the apologists of tolerance and intolerance shared a profound concern for objective truth, until they did not. At some point the tolerationists traded in truth for error; or, more appropriately, they traded in truth for truthfulness. While most of these developments are subtle, gradual, and fluid, this particular one is not: we have the very manual and catalogue of this trade in the works of the French philosopher Pierre Bayle, where the debate reaches an abrupt climax.
Bayle and the erring conscience
Very briefly, Bayle's famous Commentaire Philosophique of 1686, which has been described as 'certainly one of the great events in French intellectual history', does two things. 16 First, arguing from the principles of natural reason, but also from the ethics of the Gospel, Bayle delivers a confident pointby-point refutation of the Augustinian principle of compelle intrare. This in itself was an intervention as drastic as it was influential, to the point that the Victorian thinker William Lecky wrote that Bayle '[broke] the spell which St. Augustine had so long cast over theology'. 17 He did so in typically idiosyncratic fashion, posing as a Socinianising Englishman ('Jean Fox de Bruggs') and indeed skimming quite deliberately along the dangerous margins of Socinianism, arguing that theology is the handmaiden of philosophy, not vice versa, and that faith should be subject to reason in matters of morality. But in this very rationalist impulse Bayle was still perfectly poised in his historical climate: the fundamental principles that violence and force are condemned both by reason and by the spirit of the Gospel were being taken up by other toleration thinkers of the time, creating the experience of a community of tolerationists, les Tolérants. 18 These, in their eagerness to count Bayle among their ranks, were willing to read the Baylean exaggerations in a more forgiving light than his enemies did, and his arguments, suitably toned down, were widely repeated; arguably it was this very toning-down that allowed them to take their spell-breaking form.
And so Bayle might well have left it there. Instead, in the second part of the Commentaire, as well as in various other writings preceding and following it, he introduces a second foundation for toleration: that error has the same rights as truth. 19 Since we have no infallible way of discerning religious truth from error, all of our duty resides in following our conscience, and adhering to that which we feel to be true:
... whatever a Conscience well directed allows us to do for the Advancement of Truth, an erroneous Conscience will warrant for advancing a suppos'd Truth. 20 Hence, what matters is not whether something is objectively true, since we have no infallible way to access this truth, but whether it is subjectively taken to be true. What matters is that one follows one's conscience, taken as one's most inner sentiment, whatever that entails:
... when error becomes a truth in our eyes, it receives all the rights of truth with respect to us; and when truth presents itself to us in the form of a lie, it loses all its authority on us.
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There are, then, some tensions between Bayle's two foundations of toleration -the rationalistic principles of the first part (based on truth), and the sceptical principles of the second part (based on error). 22 Why Bayle built up his argument in this way is a matter of debate, but one factor seems to be that Bayle wanted to ensure complete reciprocity in the argument; to supply the theoretical building blocks for truly radical toleration. That is, to prevent the so-called half-tolerationists ('DemiTolérants') from blocking the way to toleration from those who do not share in their 'truth':
These Gentlemen, either to enjoy the Comforts of Toleration without losing the Pleasure of Persecution, or from some other honester Reason, wou'd fain split the Difference, and say, there are some Sects which may be tolerated, but that there are others which deserve to be extirpated, if not by Fire and Sword, at least by Banishment and Confiscation. 23 Toleration, for Bayle, cannot be a half-and-half thing. Whether in terms of means (from the extreme of violence to the supposedly milder option of banishment or financial repercussions) or ends (from total to selective persecution), there is no compromise here: it is all or nothing. If the forcing of conscience is recognised as a moral obligation, then it follows that we are all equally obliged to persecute those we consider heretics, and to do so to the best of our abilities:
The middle way in many cases is certainly the best, and the Extremes faulty; this happens very often: but here we can fix on no just Medium; either we must allow all or none; there can be no solid Reason for tolerating any one Sect, which does not equally hold for every other. 24 If anyone has a right to force conscience or to persecute, then everyone does; to have the truth on one's side is utterly irrelevant, since everyone believes to own this truth. Hence, if a heretic persecuting the orthodox is a sin, then so too is the orthodox persecuting a heretic. And in fact, as Mark Goldie has shown, the very notion of persecution, which originally was only applied to the martyrdom of the true faith, in this era gets reinvented to stand for religious violence of any kind. 25 To ensure this reciprocity, Bayle's philosophy of toleration sets up a perfect symmetry between error and truth, to the point that the two become mutually exchangeable:
... an erroneous Conscience challenges all the same Prerogatives, Favours, and Assistances for an Error, as an Orthodox Conscience can challenge for the Truth. 26 Bayle was not the first to defend the rights of the erring conscience, but he did take it to its furthest consequence.
27 He turned the relationship between truth and intention on its head, so that subjective truth (truthfulness or sincerity) is all that matters, while objective truth becomes almost irrelevant, or obsolete. At the same time, intention becomes, not only crucial, but absolute. The new focal point of toleration is the individual conscience, regardless of its objective content; what matters is not truth but truthfulness, or sincerity, or wholeheartedness. The moral principle for belief as well as action is that one follow one's conscience; that one is in good faith, whether or not that faith be objectively true. 28 This means that a heretic in good faith -someone who believes an objective falsehood with wholehearted persuasion -is more pleasing to God, and more morally justified, than a halfhearted proponent of the true faith -someone who espouses an objective truth but not out of personal conviction. 29 This principle drives deeply into Bayle's ethics. He speaks not only of the rights of the erring conscience, but also of its duties: the duty to follow one's conscience, erring or no, even up to the point of immorality. This leads Bayle into some difficulties, the most obvious one being that of the 'conscientious persecutor'. For, as Bayle anticipates his critics' objections, doesn't his theory entail that 'every one who thinks himself oblig'd in Conscience to persecute, shall be oblig'd by [this] Doctrine to persecute, and sins if he does not'? Doesn't it mean that Bayle's entire theory of toleration ends up supplying a moral justification of persecution? 30 Bayle generally bites the bullet with regard to such problems: yes, he admits, according to his theory those who truly and wholeheartedly believe it is their duty to persecute are obliged to 'follow the Motions of their false Conscience'; indeed, if they fail to do so, 'they are guilty of a Disobedience to God, because they persist in not obeying what they believe to be his Will'. 31 However, even if such erring persecutors are morally justified, this does not mean we should not try to correct their errors -and correcting the erroneous belief that Christ commands persecution is precisely the design of (especially the first part of) the Commentaire. 32 Similarly, a conscientious murderer may indeed be fully justified, even laudable, in terms of his intentions, but this does not mean the magistrate should not to try to stop him or punish him. Speaking strictly in moral terms, a conscientious murderer who refrains from killing though his conscience dictates it is more morally culpable than someone who kills another against his conscience -but the magistrate should punish the latter rather than the former. After all, only God has perfect access to our true intentions; it is not in the power of the magistrate to search our hearts. So too, regardless of the persecutor's intentions, his putting them into practice must nevertheless be prevented, since it's harmful to society at large.
33
But something is off: a morally perfect persecutor in a treatise against persecution? Bayle feels the tension but, perhaps to his credit, does not quite resolve it. He does admit some embarrassment on 26 CP.II.8. 'que la conscience erronee doit procurer à l'erreur les mêmes prerogatives, secours & caresses que la conscience ortho-doxe procure à la verite.' (OD.II.425). 27 Note that even Bayle's supporters thought his doctrine of the erring conscience excessive; see e.g. Bracken this score, suggesting at one point that it doesn't follow that that which is done with conscience is done without crime; at another, that some errors are caused by an 'unforgivable negligence' and therefore culpable, such as the belief in the doctrine of persecution. 34 But such answers do not sit well with Bayle's otherwise extreme ethics of intention; they invite in new questions and problems, and Mori seems right in suggesting that Bayle's only convincing answer to the paradox necessarily takes him out of his proposed moral framework and into a more pragmatic or political one. 35 Thus Bayle suggests that, even if persecution is morally innocent, ... all possible Care shou'd be taken to correct it in those who are deceiv'd: for the greater Right it gives to 'em of persecuting, the more fatal it becomes to human Society, and the more fruitful in Calamity and Sin. 36 But even if Bayle doesn't answer or resolve the question of the conscientious persecutor in a very satisfying way, the example is itself significant, since it is a paradigmatic problem for the budding age of intention; and we will run into the conscientious persecutor again before too long.
Hence, in Bayle, truth (objective truth) slips out of the theory of conscience. What has priority is not whether one knows the truth -since how can anyone know for certain if it is the truth? -but that one believes one knows the truth; that one is truthful or sincere, even when in the wrong. God does not demand of us that we know the truth: 'God demands only that we search for truth sincerely and diligently, and that we discern it by the sentiment of conscience'. 37 To use Lessing's terms, it is God's left hand we are to reach for, and this is the full extent of our duty: there is nothing more that is asked of us beyond the single-minded search for truth. 38 However, if on the one hand conscience is unburdened of the demands for objective truth, on the other it is re-burdened with the charge of an uncompromising and unremitting purity of intention. This is a revolution moral and conceptual, and while Bayle at this point in history is quite distinctly isolated in his extremity, his ideas signal a wider shift towards subjectivity and interiority, which draws broadly on a deep and growing scepticism about the human ability to access religious truth.
Integrity
At this point I propose to do something unorthodox and take a leap of almost a century forward, from Bayle to none other than Immanuel Kant; a leap that I think is justified in more ways than one. 39 34 CP.II.9 (OD.II.430); and CP.IV.21 (OD.II.520). Rex, Essays, 181, seems to be right in suggesting that Bayle believes the error of persecutor is not invincible. According to Kilcullen ('Bayle', 92), Bayle's 'argument is meant to lead persecutors who may not have been to blame for persecuting to see that persecution is wrong, and they will then deserve blame if they persecute knowing that it is wrong'. 35 Gianluca Mori, 'Pierre Bayle, the Rights of the Conscience, the "Remedy" of Toleration', Ratio Juris 10, no. 1 (March 1997): 45-60. 36 CP.IV.21. ' ... quand même cette erreur et ses suites pourraient jouir du privilège des maux que l'on fait involontairement, il ne faudrait pas laisser d'employer tous les soins possibles, pour corriger de cette erreur ceux qui en seraient atteints ; car plus elle leur donnera droit de persécuter, plus deviendra-t-elle funeste à la société publique, et une cause féconde d'une infinité de malheurs, et même de péchés' (OD.II.520). 37 In 1791 Kant published an essay on the failure, sometimes horribly mistranslated as 'miscarriage', of any philosophical attempt at theodicy. 40 It is a remarkable essay for various reasons. For one thing, it is as if written not from beginning to end, but from two directions, from the beginning and from the ending, almost like two separate essays meeting in a curious gap in the middle. This is not to say that the two parts are not related: they are -but they also seem to be doing something quite different.
The first part contains a flat-out exposure of the necessary failure of all philosophical attempts to solve the problem of evil, quite matching Bayle's anti-Augustinian refutation in its sheer philosophical confidence and ambition. Leibniz looms tall in this text, and through Leibniz this topic is inherited almost directly from Bayle: Kant is replying precisely to those philosophers who were replying to Bayle, and rising to Bayle's challenge (his point having been exactly that rational theodicy was doomed to fail). 41 However, I wish to discuss not this most famous part of Kant's essay, but the intriguing second part, in which the original topic of theo-dicy seems to set off an entirely different train of thought, having to do with truth, conscience, sincerity, integrity, and the Book of Job.
Job might not now seem such an unexpected guest in an essay on theodicy. However, if one looks at the seventeenth-century and early eighteenth-century discussions of the problem of evil, including those by Bayle and Leibniz, it will be noted that Job is remarkably, even conspicuously absent. 42 Like so many biblical and literary characters, Job dons different roles in different times.
Various scholars have remarked upon the 'Job revival' of the eighteenth century: a powerful shift in intensity and scope, spurring new publications, translations, and paraphrases, especially in Germany and England. 43 One might add to this a shift of orientation: a Job 'reinvention', so to speak. It could tentatively be argued that there is a kind of thematic turn, from repentance to perseverance, in the Enlightenment's interpretations of the Book of Job. Earlier interpretations emphasised the theme of Job as, somewhat paradoxically, both patient and repentant: Job's virtue is proven by his repentance combined with his restoration, which ensures that both God and Job (and perhaps even his friends: for Job did in the end have something to repent at) are ultimately justified. 44 As opposed to this, the eighteenth century invents a heroic or tragic Job who stays true and stands tall, over and against the hypocrisy of his friends. As Job's restoration sheds its importance, 45 a change of emphasis occurs: refracted through the myriad pages written on Job are no longer his patience or his repentance so much as his indignation, his integrity, his pious perseverance, even in the face of his creator. 46 It is the 'rhetoric of suffering' (Lamb) or 'poetics of theodicy' (Sheehan) that command the imagination now: the grit and fervour of Job's authentic crying out to God. It is this development that is echoed so strikingly in this essay by Kant.
Job and sincerity
There's a point in Kant's essay where everything seems to come to a halt. Kant has already developed his case for the failure of all rational theodicy, he has made his argument, he has proven his point: he could just have ended there. Instead, after having demonstrated the failure of theodicy, Kant introduces a distinction between two kinds of theodicy, one doctrinal and one authentic (where the term authentic relates to originality, similar to an authentic legal document as opposed to a mere copy). 47 Doctrinal theodicy is when we see the world as a publication of God's purposes and we try to infer God's will from his work. Authentic theodicy is when God 'becomes himself the interpreter of his will' through our reason, by which we form our concept of God as a moral and wise being. 48 This is the kind of theodicy that Kant reads in the Book of Job. Job, besieged by God, is pressured by his friends to declare his guilt and to confess that he must have a bad conscience: after all, had he truly been innocent, why would God strike him down? Kant draws our attention to the 'spiriy', the character [Character] of the two sides of the debate:
Job speaks as he thinks, and with the courage with which he, as well as every human being in his position, can well afford; his friends, on the contrary, speak as if they were being secretly listened to by the mighty one, over whose cause they are passing judgment, and as if gaining his favour through their judgment were closer to their heart than the truth. 49 The opposing characters, therefore, are, on the one hand, the spirit of frankness and honesty (bordering on 'impudence'), associated with Job; and on the other, the spirit of flattery and hypocrisy, associated with the friends. Kant continues:
If we now consider the theoretical position maintained by each side, that of Job's friends might convey more of an appearance of greater speculative reason and pious humility; before any court of dogmatic theologians, before a synod, an inquisition, a venerable congregation, or any higher consistory in our times (one alone excepted), Job would have likely suffered a sad fate. Hence, Job is represented as full of doubts, but as fully sincere of heart, since he refuses to 'pretend conviction where he feels none', and since he openly admits his doubts. He may well be wrong, and 
The crucial verse, for Kant, is Job 27:5, where Job 'in the midst of his strongest doubts, could yet say': 'Till I die I will not remove mine integrity from me'. 52 The crucial virtues, in matters of faith, are those of sincerity and honesty (Aufrichtigkeit and Redlichkeit): 'sincerity in taking notice of the impotence of our reason', and 'honesty in not distorting our thoughts in what we say, however pious our intention'. 53 It is better to doubt sincerely than to express a truth half-heartedly.
Oaths, lies, and conscientious inquisitors
Finally, Kant adds a 'Concluding Remark' to the essay, which he wrote in response to a recent controversy on religious oaths. Recall how the intensification of oath-taking was exactly part of the development towards inwardness that took off in the seventeenth century; a response to the perceived threat of the radical 'mental privacy' installed in the modern conscience. 54 The same issue comes up again in Kant's time, when the new regime of Frederick William II required theology students to profess their faith by means of a formal oath, a form of 'spiritual torture' to which Kant was deeply opposed. 55 This theme he weaves into his essay on theodicy, which has become an essay on sincerity (and on Job as its fountainhead), and now manifests an abrupt irruption of the historical background into the philosophical foreground, as Kant enters into:
... [a] brief reflection on a big subject, namely sincerity [Aufrichtigkeit], which is the principal requirement in matters of faith, as contrasted with the propensity to falsehood and impurity [Falschheit und Unlauterkeit] which is the principal affliction of human nature. 56 He begins by contrasting truth, associated with the understanding, and truthfulness, associated with conscience:
One cannot always stand by the truth [das wahr sei] of what one says to oneself or to another (for one can be mistaken); however, one can and must stand by the truthfulness [das wahrhaft sei] of one's declaration or confession, because one has immediate consciousness of this. 57 If we make a declaration without bringing it before our conscience and being conscious that it is truly what we believe, 'then we lie [so lügt er], since we pretend something else than what we are conscious of'. 58 This truthfulness Kant calls formal conscientiousness [formale Gewissenhaftigkeit], which consists in 'the care in becoming conscious of this belief (or unbelief) and not pretending to hold anything as true we are not conscious of holding as true'.
if someone says to himself (or -what is one and the same in religious professions -before God) that he believes, without perhaps casting even a single glimpse into himself -whether he is in fact conscious of thus holding a truth or at least of holding it to some degree -then such a person lies. 60 And this, according to Kant is not just any lie, but the most absurd and sinful lie of all (die ungereimteste ... [und] frevelhafteste [Lüge] ). 61 Now it is well known that Kant was categorically against lying, even with good intentions, as he was to make clear a few years later in his famous essay 'On A Supposed Right to Lie From Altruistic Motives'. 62 And in fact the second part of the essay on theodicy can be seen as a counterpart of the essay on lying, but there are two important differences at play. First, while the concern of the essay on lying is with external deception, the concern in the essay on theodicy is with internal deception or selfdeception:
Iam here restricting myself principally to the impurity [Unlauterkeit] that lies deep in what is hidden, where the human being knows how to distort even inner declarations before his own conscience [Gewissen] . 63 This concern with self-deception -a theme that, like truthfulness, rose to the fore in the wake of the seventeenth-century Augustinian surge 64 -also informs Kant's theory of conscience, the concept of which he reinvents entirely. 65 Conscience, in Kant, is not the faculty of moral judgment itself. Rather it is a higher-order tribunal 66 that inquires whether or not the case in question, all the arguments for and against, have been duly examined. It is, ultimately, a faculty that is to prevent moral (and perhaps religious) laxity; it could be defined as 'the moral faculty of judgment, passing judgment upon itself'. As Kant explains:
here reason judges itself, whether it has actually undertaken, with all diligence, that examination of actions (whether they are right or wrong), and it calls upon the human being himself to witness for or against himself whether this has taken place or not. 67 In his Religion Within the Boundaries of Mere Reason Kant tests this theory against something we might almost expect by now -but after all nobody expects the conscientious inquisition. 68 According to Kant, it is indeed possible that a hypothetical inquisitor [Ketzerrichter] is acting out of a sincere belief in duty; that he firmly believes that God permitted or even obliged him to persecute, based on some kind of revelation, such as Christ's saying 'compellite intrare'. 69 But what we should ask ourselves is this: did this inquisitor have enough certainty of such a revealed doctrine and its meaning 'as is required for daring to destroy a human life on its basis?' After all, according to Kant, we can never be completely certain of the authenticity of any revelation, especially when it is mediated through human beings, but even when it appears to come from God himself: it's always possible that error has occurred. (As an example Kant mentions 'the command issued to Abraham to slaughter his own son like a sheep'.) 70 This means that, if the inquisitor were to act on such a less-than-certain belief, he 'would risk the danger of doing something which would be to the highest degree wrong, and on this score he acts unconscientiously'. Similarly, if any spiritual authority would impose certain articles of faith or external expressions of faith on people, this authority 'would himself be acting against his conscience, by forcing upon others a belief in something of which he cannot himself be ever wholly convinced'. The forcing of conscience can thus never be justified by conscience itself. 71 Hence, though it can perhaps be said that an inquisitor or persecutor has acted in good faith, it cannot be said he acted out of conscience. His main error is that he has not acquired the level of certainty that is required to justify putting someone to death; he has not examined the case with sufficient rigour. Therefore, he has not acted conscientiously, and this constitutes the core of his failure as a moral agent and a human being. 72 This failure ties into the second difference between the essay on lying and that on theodicy: for while the essay on lying focuses mainly on one's duty towards others, the essay on theodicy (at least the second half) prioritises one's duty towards oneself: 'to refrain from deception rests on the character [Charakter] which the human being himself must build within himself'. 73 Kant associates the kind of 'mendacity' or 'falsity' [Lügenhaftigkeit, Falschheit] that is the topic of this essay with baseness, 'whereby all character is denied to the human being': 'Nichtswürdigkeit, wodurch dem Menschen aller Charakter abgesprochen wird'. 74 Something worthy of contempt [verachtungswürdig] . 75 Kant's plea for sincerity is thus coupled with a deep concern for character or integrity: the uncorruptedness, unbrokenness of the self; a certain care for one's own humanity, one's inner human core. Oaths are so detrimental, to the individual as well as to society as a whole, 76 precisely because they encourage inner lies and discourage the kind of inward gaze that Kant associates with conscience. They endanger the building up of this character, this integrity, that is so crucial for being and becoming that rare thing: a truly sincere, authentic human being. This is why Job becomes a hero of conscience and integrity, for Kant. For Job has cast his gaze deeply into himself and refuses to say anything other than what he consciously and conscientiously believes.
Kant thus seems to suggest, like Bayle, that it is infinitely better, and more moral, and more appealing to God, to declare oneself for one's beliefs, even if these are objectively false, so long as one wholeheartedly believes them. In both thinkers, on either side of the eighteenth century, morality and faith entail a crucial prioritisation of subjective truthfulness over objective truth. The faithful heretic, in Bayle, is justified through the wholeheartedness of his conviction; the faithful doubter (Job) in Kant is justified through the purity of his intention combined with the rigour of his self-examination. The lie now resides not primarily in its opposition to truth, but in its opposition to sincerity.
Note the demands that are now placed on conscience: the demands of utter inwardness. What is now crucial is not the examination: 'what is truth?', but the self-examination: 'what do I Thus we go from something undefined to sincerity to authenticity. And this brings me back, at long last, to the topic of this essay, the reason why for speaking of error and integrity at all. Truth and lie: these are terms that have a history, and a history that lies not primarily in the concepts of truth and lie on their own, but in the very nature of their opposition to each other. It seems that a shift can be traced in the core oppositions that make up the moral background of different thinkers at different times. With the risk of oversimplification, but the benefit of clarity, this shift can be summarised as follows. 87 First, for most of Western history, the fundamental opposition is between truth and all that is opposed to it: a conglomerate of falsehood, lies, and error. What is primary is not the intention behind the falsehood (which would distinguish lie from error), but its character as (objectively) false, as being opposed to truth. Second, in what, with some exaggeration, might be called the Age of Sincerity, this opposition is picked apart and divided into two new oppositions:
(i) Truth as opposed to falsehood and error.
(ii) Truthfulness or sincerity as opposed to lies and hypocrisy. This is coupled, furthermore, with a shift of prioritisation: the second opposition gradually comes to take precedence over the first. In ever stronger foreshadowings of Kierkegaard, subjective truth begins to take over from objective truth. This is the development in which various of these threads of thought are tied together: such as conscience and the things that threaten it (oaths, violence, compelle intrare), but also Job as the newfound hero of integrity. I have featured Bayle and Kant precisely because it seems that Bayle stands at the beginning of a development that is completed in Kant and Lessing, who prioritise morality over religion just as they prioritise sincerity over objective religious truth. 88 If we go back to Lessing for a moment, the passage of the left hand calls to mind the even more famous parable of the three rings from his play Nathan the Wise -a play that itself reverberates with Job. 89 The father in the story recounted by Nathan to Saladin makes two copies of the coveted ring so he can give one to each of his three sons, but he doesn't tell them which is the real one -the objectively true one. Arendt also brings this parable to mind and suggests:
The German Enlightenment as represented by Lessing did not simply lose truth as religious revelation, but rather the loss is seen as something positive: the discovery of the purely human.
90
And this is what is held in the left hand of the Enlightenment. It is not simply the single-minded striving after truth, but rather a cluster of concepts and associations: humanity, individuality, integrity, sincerity, set over and above what almost seems to be a trifle, a residue: that crazy little thing called truth. 87 Note that I'm speaking of moral and religious belief (which I'm taking as including disbelief) rather than scientific truth. Note also that history does not deal in pictures and schemata so neat as that sketched here, and I should like to stress its fragility and openendedness. The back-and-forthing of this particular history can be illustrated by figures such as Blaise Pascal and Samuel Johnson, who stressed the importance of liturgical formalism as opposed to an ethic and faith of Baylean-Kantian sincerity; I thank Conrad Brunstrom for pointing this out. 88 The key sentence in Kant's 'Theodicy' is perhaps the one following the key verse (Job 27:5) in which Kant suggests that 'with this disposition [Job] proved that he did not found his morality on faith, but his faith on morality', which is a perfect summary of Kant 
